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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

EDS-441(44) & EDS-441(45) Morgan/Putnam OFFICE: Engineering Services
P. 1. Nos.: 222570 & 222580
U.S. 441/S.R. 44 Widening and Reconstruction
DATE: April 17, 2008
Brian Summers, P.E., Project Review Engineer zEn”

Babs Abubakari, P.E. State Consultant Design and Program Delivery Engineer

IMPLEMENTATION OF VALUE ENGINEERING STUDY ALTERNATIVES

Recommendations for implementation of Value Engineering Study Alternatives are
indicated in the table below. Incorporate alternatives recommended for implementation to
the extent reasonable in the design of the project.

ALT R Savings PW
No. Description & LCC Implement Comments
EDS-441(45)

ROADWAY (RD)

Reduce median width
RD-1 | 1o 327 to reduce Right $512,862 Yes This should be done.
of Way
$93.688 This will be done from Sta.
Re-align roadway to ( .ro ‘)seﬂ) 330400 to Sta. 430+00 but will
RD-4 | reduce required Right prope Yes not be done from Sta. 700+00
$31,226 o
of Way to 750+00 due to Environmental
(actual) :
impacts.
Would result in Utility conflicts
RD-5 Utilize Right of Way Design No since the Sediment Basin would
© | for Sediment Basins Suggestion be located where proposed
Utilities would be located.
This would affect the property
Utilize Right of Way Desi owner’s ability to have a direct
RD-6 | to consolidate & No access to the mainline and could
; Suggestion . R
driveways result in a negative impact to
the property values.
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ALT . Savings PW -
No. Description & LCC Implement Comments
ROADWAY (RD) - continued
RD: | UseRAP from $1,185,638 Yes | Thisshould be done.
existing roadway
RD-8 Retain existing $371.111 Yes 'l'his. should be done where
pavement feasible.
Relocate harmony Would result in additional
RD-10 | Road to minimize new $255,200 No impacts to the Terrell-Sadler
construction Historic House,
Adjust the Bethel
Church Road Desi
RD-11 | alignment to enhance - esgt?on Yes This should be done.
the safety of traffic &g
operations
Adjust the Price Road
alignment to enhance Design .
RD-12 the safety of traffic Sagurssion Yes This should be done.
operations
EARTHWORK (EW)
Vertically bifurcate the x
EW-1 | roadway to reduce $591,800 Yes s should.be donewhis
< feasible.
earthwork
Adjust fore slopes to
EW-2 | reduce earthwork and $504,616 Yes This should be done.
Right of Way
Adjust vertical —_— .
EW-3 | alignment to reduce $317,900 Yes I St be dosg: Whete
. feasible.
Borrow Excavation
DRAINAGE (DR)
Route median drains to o y _
DR-1 | ewnstrears side of the Des ign Yes Th|§ should be done where
Suggestion feasible.
road
Reduce/consolidate Desi
DR-2 | Sediment Basins , ic., | o ﬁgl‘i‘on Yes This should be done.
Sta. 435+00 i
Modify Right of Way Desi
DR-3 | to accommodate gn Yes This should be done.
. Suggestion
outfall maintenance
Re-evaluate the Design This should be done where
DR-4 SN 4 Yes .
elimination of outfalls Suggestion feasible.
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ALT . Savings PW
No. Description & LCC Implement Comments
DRAINAGE (DR) - continued
DR-5 | Reduce cross drains Dcs:gx.l Yes 1 h:s. should be done where
Suggestion feasible.
EDS-441(44)
ROADWAY (RD)
Would affect almost 14,000 of
roadway which would cause a
Re-align roadway 1o major redesign effort that would
RD-31 | reduce required Right $97.144 No require additional
of Way Environmental documentation
and would impact the FY 2009
Right of Way schedule.
Reduce median width
RD-32 | to 32" to reduce Right $441,259 Yes This should be done.
of Way
Would result in Utility conflicts
RD-35 Utilize Right of Way Design No since the Sediment Basin would
for Sediment Basins Suggestion be located where proposed
Utilities would be located.
This would affect the property
Utilize Right of Way Desi owner’s ability to have a direct
RD-36 | to consolidate e No access to the mainline and could
; Suggestion 3 .
driveways result in a negative impact to
the property values.
rp:y; | e RAP fom $1.051,022 Yes This should be done.
existing roadway
RD-38 Retain existing $797.714 Yes Fh|§ should be done where
pavement feasible.
Extend five lanes with Desi
RD-40 | shoulders to Sta. Soonetcn Yes This should be done.
476+00 PUEESHA
Re-design Seven Design ’
RD-42 | Island Road : Yes This should be done.
. . Suggestion
intersection
EARTHWORK (EW)
Vertically bifurcate the . ;
EW- roadway to reduce $433,950 Yes Th]s. should b tione: whiete
31 feasible.
earthwork
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ALT i Savings PW
No. Description & LCC Implement Comments
EARTHWORK (EW) - continued
EW- Adjust fore slopes to
'32 reduce earthwork and $370,041 Yes This should be done.
Right of Way
Reduce vertical )
TW- <
: alignment to reduce $173,800 Yes Thlq. should be-done: wheve
33 feasible.
earthwork
DRAINAGE (DR)
Route median drains to ; 1
DR-31 | downstream side of the Dtmgp Yes Tlus should be done where
Suggestion feasible.
road
pR:ay; | Reduce/consalidate Design Yes This should be done,
Sediment Basins Suggestion
Modify Right of Way Desien
DR-33 | to accommodate & Yes This should be done.
: Suggestion
outfall maintenance
DR-34 Rr:a-civahllalc the Des:gp Yes Thlg should be done where
elimination of outfalls Suggestion feasible.
Rf:-evaluate the Design . This should be done where
DR-35 | alignment of cross 3 Yes s
- Suggestion feasible.

A meeting was held on March 14, 2008 to discuss the above recommendations.

Graybeal and Curtis Dirton with PB World, Stanley Hill and Otis Clark with Consultant
Design, and Brian Summers, Ron Wishon and Lisa Myers with Engineering Services were

in attendance.

Additional information was provided by the Design Consultant on March 17, 2008.

Approved:

D0l Mile

Gerald M. Ross, P. E., Chief Engineer

BKS/REW

Attachmentc

Date: 41'3"!_1‘?3
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Preconstruction Status Report By Pl Number

Print Date: 04/17/2008

MGMT. SCHED MGAMT.

PROJID  COUNTY DESCRIPTION ROW DATE DATE ~ LET DATE
222570- Maorgan SR 24/US 441 FM THE PUTNAM CL TO N OF CR 121PIERCE DAIRY RD May-09 Sep-10 Muy-11
EDSO0-0441-00{044) FIELD DIST: 2 Phase  Approved  Proposed Cost Funid Status
TIP#: ‘ TWIN: vs: 34l PE 1995 1995 200,000 00 EDS  AUTHORIZED
::;?J;:LN;-:UM“ EST.DAGEy VI PE 2002 2002 49753528 GRVA  AUTHORIZED
PROJ MGR: Clurk, Otis PROJ LENGTH: 805 PE .. ?N)I 3#.!112 ‘J‘)(I_«.llb.?’l _ Cr1s Al .I'III(“J‘RL’I:I)
PROG Reconstruction/Rehabili  TYPE Widening ROW 2009 2009 10,453,000.00 RRB  PRECST
TYPE: wtion WORK: ST LR LR 20,176,000.00  EDS PRECST
CONCEPT:  ADDAR LET RESP: DOT Congressional 10
IMBGT [65
SCHED SCHED . ACTUAL ACT/EST DISTRICT COMMENTS
START | FinisH ACTIVITY START Eogs | <
Define Project Concept 12/15/1995 18722006 | 100 110101 Concept rvad & apprvd,
Cencept Meeting 62001996 6/20/1996 100 chminate 1-20 interchange & 20
Concept Submittal and Review 3/25/1997 1/25/1997 | 100 med  3/6/03 Unl est of $14.220
Receve Preconstruction Concept Approval | 4/2/1997 4/2/1997 100 8/28/03 Envir approved by 12-03
Management Concept Approval Completd 6/19/1997 11022001 | 100 2/9/04 Envir doc to FHWA by
473072008 | 5/6/2008 | Value Engincering Study 32312007 97 3-04 4/5/05PIOH  1072/07
Public Information Open House Held 4/52005 4572005 | 100 | PHOH at Rock Fagle
4/2472008 4/2472008 Environmental Approval 17172002 100
212772009 272772009 | Public Hearing Held 107272007 1022007 | 100
Mapping 2112002 2/26/2002 | 100
Ficld Surveys/SDE 4/12002 107172002 | 100
Preliminary Plans /1472002 V1572007 | 100
4/2572008 $/30/2008 Underground Storage Tanks 0
4/2572008 9/1172008 404 Permut Obtainment ]
PFPR Inspection 31772007 31282007 100
412572008 711772008 | R/W Plans Preparation 21572007 84
9/1272008 9172008 R/W Plans Final Approval 0
572312008 §/27/2008 L. & D Report Development and Approval 0
971872008 7/29/2010 R/W Acquisition 0
271072009 22372009 | Stake R/W 0
Sl Survey 9/R2004 2/472005 100
5/2872008 2/4/2009 Final Design 0
22672009 22772008 | FFPR Inspection 0
332000 3262009 FFPR Response 0
BIKE PROVISIONS INCLUDED?: Y MEASUREMENT SYSTEM: E CONSULTANT: © UT EST: $ 711,000.00
PDD: BOND, CONCEPT & PAR TOGETHER. NEED 0 CONSULTANT 10/9/98
Bridge: NO BRIDGE REQLUIRED
Design: OC/PBOQDICONTRACT EXPIRED/STOP WORK NOTICE GIVEN
EIS: EAlApvd6.7.07|FonsiNotApvdNotOnSched ROW|Pugh02 14,08
LGPA: MORGAN REF DO UTILITIES 2-15-96|RESCISSION LETTER SENT TO MORGAN 6-3-05
Programming: BR [D# 211-0003-0#1 10028 12-02. RRB ROW funds for 56 797M were converted to HOSOW3 3-08
Traffic Op: CAHISND CNSLTNT PLNS FR REVW|030801($+!PFPR sent 3/02/07 wir
Utility: (JL)y NEED 2ND SUB PLANS 2/13/08
EMG: 2058 (HB5(94)-W/VEE), DOT=M/S;D=CONSULT(PBQD)
Conceptual DesigttFERRED TO OCD FOR DGN,; PHOH RESPONSES NEEDED - (2-27-08
RW INFORMATION:
PREL PARCEL CT: 90 TQTAL PARCEL CT: ACQUIRED BY: DOT ACQ MGR:
UNDER-REVIEW CT: RELEASED CT: OPT-PEND CT: DEEDS CT: COND-PEND CT: COND-FILED CT:
RW CERT DT: ACQUIRED CT: RELOCATION CT:

Thursday, April 17, 2008 E-\Program Files\Business Objects\BusinessObjects Enterprise 11 5Daa\GDOT-GO-BUSOR2 pugeserver'GDO'T-(GO)-



Preconstruction Status Report By Pl Number

Print Date: 04/17/2008

B . ) MGMT. SCHED MGMT.,
:’f::';(‘:u IFO!_W” et e .!)II‘:‘.SC.‘?IPTIO;\ e _— ROW DATE  DATE | ETDATE.
==l utnam SR 24/U8 441 I'M EATONTON BP @ S OF SHERWOOD AVE TO Mar-09 Jul-11 Mar-11
EDS00-044 1-00(045) FIELD ,u,f:;;?r\-1 OReAN
oy 5) TW;M e s i Phase .4p;:mvad Pmp_osm! Cost {wmj' \‘rams _
- cssinaae tikoien 1995 1995 200,000.00 EDS  AUTHORIZED
MODEL YR: PE 2{_»02 2002 172043401 GRYVA AUTHORIZED
PROJ MGR: Clark, Ous PROJ LENGTH: 919 R(m: s 4008 SAIn00080:  RRB: ERECSH
PROG Reconstruction/Rehabili  TYPE Widening ROW 2009 2009 6,315,000.00 RRB  PRECST
TYPE: Sk RE: ROW 2006 2006 83,000.00 Q05 AUTHORIZED
CONCEPT: ADDAR(MED 44) LET RESP: DOT CS Congressidhal LR 10 29.448,000.00 LOS0 PRECST
RT3 0T |8
SCHED SCHED ACTUAL ACT/EST MENTS
b ACTIVITY i Soser PCT DISTRICT COMMENTS
Iiefine Project Concept 12/15/1995 12/18/2000 | 100 /5103 Util est=3464.1 18
Concept Meeung G20/1996 6/20/1996 | 100 8728/03 Envir approved by 12-03
Concept Submittal and Review 3125/1997 3/25/1997 100 2/9/04 Envir doc should be
Receive Preconstruction Concept Approval | 4.2/1997 4/2/1997 100 submitted o FHWA by 3-04
Management Concept Approval Completf 12/18/2000 1710720010 | 100 4/5/05 PIOH 10/2/07 PHOH at
473072008 SI62008 Value Engineering Study 3/23/2007 97 Rock Eagle
Public Information Open House Held 4/5/2005 4/5r2005 100
42472008 472472008 Environmental Approval 10/15/2000 100
272772009 27272009 | Public Hearing Held 107272007 107272007 | 100
Mapping 21172002 2/26/2002 | 100
Field Surveys/SDE 47172002 10/14/2002 | 100
/1872008 /1772008 Preliminary Plans 10/14/2002 96
473072008 47292008 Underground Storage Tanks 271272007 99
4252008 971172008 | 404 Permit Obtmnment 0
PFPR Inspection 4/1972007 47192007 | 100
8/1572008 117672008 R/W Plans Preparation 0
17272009 1772009 RW Plans Final Approval 0
R/15/2008 8/19/2008 L & D Report Development and Approval 0
1782009 552011 R/W Acquisition 0
T 42009 TR2T2009 Stake RAW 0
Soil Survey 672572004 21872008 100
8202008 47292000 Final Design 0
57212009 572272000 FFPR Inspection 0
6/5/2009 6/18/2009 | FFPR Response 0

BIKE PROVISIONS INCLUDED?: ¥

PDD:

Bridge:
Design:

EIS:

LGPA:

Prog. Develop:
Programming:
Traffic Op:
Utility:

EMG:

MEASUREMENT SYSTEM: I CONSULTANT: © UT EST: $ 411,000.00

BOND. CONCEPT & PAR TOGETHER. FY01 RD DES CONSULTANT. 9/30/89. Air Quality Non-Attainment Area. 1/12/05
NO BRIDGE REQUIRED

OCPBOD/CONTRACT EXPIRED/STOP WORK NOTICE GIVEN

EAalApvd6 7.07[FonsiNotApydNotOnSched ROW/|Pugh02 14 .08

NOTIFICATION LETTER SENT TO EATONTON & PUTNAM 3-28-05

RRB ROW $6M & CST §18 831 converted 1o HO50

#1 10-02/#2 12-02IRW LS 0006205 ADV ACQ $83K[#3 9-07

CAHISND CNSLTNT PLNS FR REVWIO30801|$MPFPR sent 3726/07 wir

(JL) NEED 2ND SUB PLANS (2/12/08)

2058 (H85(94)-W/V88); DOT=M/S; D=(PBQD)

Conceptual DesigtfFERRED TO OCD FOR DGN. PHOH RESPONSES NEEDED - (12-27-08

RW INFORMATION:

PREL PARCEL CT: 80
UNDER-REVIEW CT: 0

RW CERT DT:

y p DINELRLE O

deaes] 17 YWLR

Hollie, Renee
]

ACQUIRED BY: DOT
OPT-PENDCT: 0 DEEDS CT: |
RELOCATIONCT: |

ACQ MGR:
COND-PEND CT:

TOTAL PARCEL CT: !
RELEASED €T: |
ACQUIRED CT: |

COND-FILED CT: 0

F\Proeram Files\Rusinees O hiects\Ruciness Yhiects Entermrce 11 S D atadGINOI T 0OW R ISORY naorcrrvert T3 IN YT o e



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

FILE: EDS-441(45). Putnam County orrice:  Consultant Design
SR 24/US 441 from Eatonton BP to Morgan CL
P.L pare:  February 11. 2008

FROM: cl"-‘-{v ohamme ) Abubakari, P.E., State Consultant Design and Program Delivery Engineer

TO: Brian Summers, P.E., State Project Review Engineer
susect:  Value Engineering Study-Responses

Reference is made to the recommendations that were contained in the Value
Engineering Study- Final Report dated September 25, 2007 for the above referenced
project. Our responses and recommendations are as follows:

I. Value Engineering Recommendation No. RD-1 — Reduce median width to 327 to
reduce Right of Way, Initial Cost Savings ($512,862).
e Approval of the VE Recommendation No. RD-1 is recommended.
Design elements will be adjusted accordingly to utilize a 32" median.  This
will require additional design efforts which will reduce the estimated cost
savings.

2. Value Engineering Recommendation No. RD-4 — Realign roadway to reduce
required Right-of-Way, Initial Cost Savings ($93.688).
o Approval of the VE Recommendation No. RD-4 is recommended benween
stations 330+00 to 430+00 and not recommended between stations
70000 to 730+ 00.

We concur with station 330+00 to 430+ 00 recommendation which has an
initial cost saving of $62.462. We do not concur with the recommendation
at stations 700+00 to 730+00, due to possible environmental impacts to
cemetery located at station 730+ 30 resulting in a cost saving of $31,226,

3. Value Engineering Design Suggestion No. RD-5 — Utilize Right-of-Way for

sedimentation basins.
e Approval of the VE Design Suggestion No. RD-3 is not recommended.

Utility relocations during construction are placed inside of the required
right of way. The construction of the sediment basins inside the R'W would
eantlict with theve relocatinne and coives dalan coned adedfitinnal ~oct fa the
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project. Sediment Basins will be placed on Temporary Easement outside
the R'W and removed after construction.

4. Value Engineering Design Suggestion No. RD-6 — Utilize Right-of-Way to
consolidated driveways.
» Approval of the VE Design Suggestion No. RD-6 is not recommended.

Right-of-way acquisition and property value is affected by not providing
each property owner an individual driveway. A negative impact 1o
property value may occur due (o no direct access to US 441. Also the
corridor is not a limited access and the divided roadway provides for right-
in and right- out drive movements where the driver only has to look in one
direction for safer ingress and egress. Consolidation of driveways is not
recommended.

5. Value Engineering Recommendation No. RD-7 — Use RAP from existing
roadway, Initial Cost Savings ($1.185.638).
o Approval of the VE Recommendarion No. RD-7 is recommended.
As part of final plans, all asphalt pay items will specify recycled asphalt
pavenment,

6. Value Engineering Recommendation No. RD-8 — Retain existing pavement.
Roadway, Initial Cost Savings ($373.111).
o Approval of the VE Recommendation No. RD-8 is recommended where
supported by an existing pavement evaluation.

7. Value Engincering Recommendation No. RD-10 — Relocate Harmony Rd. to
minimize new construction/pond. Initial Cost Savings ($255,200).
o Approval of the VE Recommendation No. RD-10 is not recommended.
Due to environmental constraints and impacts associated with the Historic
Terrell-Sadler House both visually and audibly the proposed re-alignment
shall be maintained.

8. Value Engineering Design Suggestion No. RD-11 - Adjust the Bethel Church
Road alignment to enhance the safety of traffic.
o Approval of the VE Design Suggestion No. RD-11 is recommended.
We concur with this recommendation. existing Bethel Church Road / US
441 intersection shall be cul-de-sac and a roadway segment re-aligned to
Jorm a new Bethel Church Road / US 441 intersection. Pavement south of
historical boundary along Bethel Church Road shall be obliterated.

9. Value Engineering Design Suggestion No. RD-12 — Adjust the Price Road
alignment to enhance the safety of traffic operations.
o Approval of the VE Design Suggestion No. RD-12 is recommended.
Proposed new re-aligned Price Road / US 441 intersection shall be
rofained 4 certian of evicting Price Ronard chall ke ciledoocar  ae
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recommended. A new tie-in shall be constructed to re-aligned Price Road
using a 90 degree alignment to form a new intersection.

10. Value Engineering Recommendation No. EW-1 — Vertically bifurcate the
roadway to reduce earthwork, Initial Cost Savings ($591.800).

e Approval of the VE Recommendation No. EW-1 is recommended in the
horizontal curves where a median cross-over iy proposed.  However it is
not recommended to bifurcate the vertical profiles in other areas because
this requires steeper median slopes 1o be constructed creating difficulty in
draining the median with regards to shifting the ditch, modifying the inlet
structures and providing minimum cover over the drain pipes.

I'l. Value Engineering Recommendation No. EW-2 — Adjust fore slopes to reduce
carthwork and Right-of-Way, Initial Cost Savings ($504.616).
e Approval of the VE Recommendation No. EW-2 is recommended.
6:1 front slopes will be utilized in the median and 4:1 slopes will be
utilized on the outside.

12. Value Engineering Recommendation No. EW-3 — Reduce vertical alignment to
reduce earthwork, Initial Cost Savings ($317,900).
o Approval of the VE Recommendation No. EW-3 is recommended in some of
the Station ranges listed where it will have minimal effects on the other
design elements. However it is not recommended in all areas listed until a
detail study of the profile can be completed to determine side road and
cross road lie-ins, drainage requirements associated with pipe sizes and
outfalls and staging constraints.

13. Value Engineering Design Suggestion No. DR-1 — Route median drains to
downstream side of road.
o Approval of the VE Design Suggestion No. DR-1 is recommended
All proposed drainage structures shall be re-evaluated and routed to the
downstream side of the roadway as appropriate for construction or as
required to stage construct project withowt diverting the runoff to other
areas.

14. Value Engineering Design Suggestion No. DR-2 — Reduce/consolidate sediment
basins 435+00.
o Approval of the VE Design Suggestion No. DR-2 is recommended.
Sediment basins in the area of station 435+ 00 will be consolidated.

15. Value Engineering Design Suggestion No. DR-3 - Modify ROW 1o
accommodate outfall maintenance.
o Approval of the VE Design Suggestion No. DR-3 is recommended.
Required right of way will be modified 1o accommodate outfall
maintenance.
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16, Value Engineering Design Suggestion No. DR-4 — Re-evaluate elimination of
outfalls.
o Approval of the VE Design Suggestion No. DR-4 is recommended.
All proposed drainage structures shall be re-evaluated and outfalls
eliminated where applicable without diverting the runoff to other areas.

1 7. Value Engineering Design Suggestion No. DR-5 - Reduce cross drains.
o Approval of the VE Design Suggestion No. DR-5 is recommended.
All proposed drainage structures shall be re-evaluated and cross drains
eliminated where applicable.
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

FILE: EDS-441(44). Putnam County orrice:  Consultant Design
SR 24/US 441 from Morgan CL to 1-20

P.I. Mo 222% patE:  February 11, 2008
1ammed (Babs) Abubakari, P.E_, State Consultant Design and Program Delivery Engineer

T0: Brian Summers, P.E.. State Project Review Engineer
] £

FRON:

stuiect: - Value Engineering Study-Responses

Reference is made to the recommendations that were contained in the Value
Engineering Study- Final Report dated September 25. 2007 for the above referenced
project. Our responses and recommendations are as follows:

1. Value Engineering Recommendation No. RD-31 — Realign roadway to reduce
required Right-of-Way, Initial Cost Savings ($97.144).
o Approval of the VE Recommendation No. RD-31 is not recommended.

This recommendation results in significantly redesigning 14,000 feer
roadway with additional environmental documentation required The cost
of this effort will greater reduce the estimated cost savings and extend the
project schedule. Also several public information meetings have been held
informing the citizens along the project of how their property would he
impacted,

2. Value Engineering Recommendation No. RD-32 — Reduce median width 1o 327
to reduce Right-of-Way. Initial Cost Savings ($441.259).
o Approval of the VE Recommendation No. RD-32 is recommended
Design elements shall be adjusted accordingly to utilize a 32" median.
This will require additional design efforts which will reduce the estimated
Cost savings

¥

3. Value Engineering Design Suggestion No. RD-35 — Utilize Right-of-Way for
sedimentation basins.

o Approval of the VE Design Suggestion No. RD-35 is not recommended
Utility relocations during construction are placed inside of the required
right of way. The construction of the sediment basins inside the R/W would
conflict with these relocations and causes delay and additional cost to the
project. Sediment Basins will be placed on Temporary Easement outside

tthy DTE Avsrd sernavrainsoned refferne wven s o faes 1rfsenny

)
T

/ J/:-,_
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4.

1

Value Engineering Design Suggestion No. RD-36 — Utilize Right-of-Way to
consolidate driveways.

o Approval of the VE Design Suggestion No. RD-36 is not recommended
Right-of-way acquisition and property value is affected by not providing
cach property owner an individual driveway. A negative impact to
property value may occur due to no direct access to US 441, Also the
corridor is not a limited access and the divided roadway provides for right-
in and right- out drive movements where the driver only has to look in one
direction for safer ingress and egress. Consaolidation of driveways is not
recommended.

Value Engineering Recommendation No. RD-37 — Use RAP from existing
roadway. Initial Cost Savings ($1.051,022).
o Approval of the VE Recommendation No. RD-37 is recommended.
As part of final plans, all asphalt pay items will specify recycled asphait
pavement.

Value Engineering Recommendation No. RD-38 — Retain existing pavement,
Initial Cost Savings ($797.714).
o Approval of the VE Recommendation No. RD-38 is recommended where
supported by an existing pavement evaluation.

Value Engineering Design Suggestion No. RD-40 — Extend five lanes with
shoulders to station 476+00.
o Approval of the VE Design Suggestion No. RD-40) is recommended.
We concur with extending a five lane section of roadway to station
£70+00).

Value Engineering Design Suggestion No. RD-42 — Re-design Seven Island Rd.
intersection.
o Approval of the VE Design Suggestion No. RD-42 is recommended.
Seven Island Road intersection will be redesigned to improve the 60 degree
intersection angle.

Value Engineering Recommendation No. EW-31 — Vertically bifurcate the
roadway to reduce earthwork, Initial Cost Savings ($433.950).

o Approval of the VE Recommendation No. EW-31 is recommended in the
horizontal curves where a median cross-over is proposed. However it is
not recommended to bifurcate the vertical profiles in other areas because
this requires steeper median slopes to be constructed creating difficulty in
draining the median with regards to shifting the ditch. modifying the inlet
structures and providing minimum cover over the drain pipes.
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10. Value Engineering Recommendation No. EW-32 — Adjust fore slopes to reduce
carthwork and Right-of-Way, Initial Cost Savings ($370.041).
o Approval of the VE Recommendation No. EW-32 is recommended
6:1 front slopes will be wtilized in the median and 4:1 slopes will be
utilized on the outside.

I'1. Value Engineering Recommendation No. EW-33 — Reduce vertical alignment to
reduce earthwork, Initial Cost Savings ($173.800).
o dApproval of the VE Recommendation No. EW-33 is recommended in sone
af the Station ranges listed where it will have minimal effects on the other
design elements. However it is not recommended in all areas listed until a
detail study of the profile can be completed to determine side road and
cross road tie-ins, drainage requirements associated with pipe sizes and
owttalls and staging constraints.

12. Value Engineering Design Suggestion No. DR-31 - Route median drains to
downstream side of roadway.
o Approval of the VE Design Suggestion No. DR-31 is recommended
All proposed drainage structures shall be re-evaluated and rowted to
downstream side of roadway as appropriate for construction or as
required (o stage construct project without diverting the runoff to other
areas.

3. Value Engineering Design Suggestion No. DR-32 - Reduce/consolidate
sediment basins.
o Approval of the VE Design Suggestion No. DR-32 is recommended.
Sediment basins will be consolidated.

4. Value Engineering Design Suggestion No. DR-33 — Modify Right-of-Way to
accommodate outfall maintenance.
o Approval of the VE Design Suggestion No. DR-33 is recommended.
Required right of way will be modified to accommodate  outfall
maintenance.

5. Value Engineering Design Suggestion No. DR-34 — Re-evaluate the elimination
of outfalls.
o Approval of the VE Design Suggestion No. DR-34 is recommended
All proposed drainage structures shall be re-evaluated and outfalls
eliminated where applicable without diverting the runoff to other areas.
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16. Value Engineering Design Suggestion No. DR-35 — Re-evaluate the alignment of
cross drains.
o Approval of the VE Design Suggestion No. DR-35 is recommended
All proposed drainage structures shall be re-evaluated and cross drains
eliminated where applicable.



922211 200Z '80 Inr uBp-oyen”0ggzza N

SH/Z 21

LR
Ry
NYOHON/ WINLMS

09'0L'0B%Z22e" g
(EpNerSyibr-£03

ﬁ..wf ——— ¥ J.\\. uu.wwm. ..u_.mat\..1| i
¥2 HS/e S0
i —— b —— 5
mﬁEJ /1 &
o5y
iSLEy ﬂm LI
| ¥
2
M.ﬂr«llllﬂ
B
| nw. |
mmn__ ea ._..mm:
> /W
ﬁnh&! ., mﬁn»—.ﬁ”lll _ﬁﬁ. ouwmm.. s o__mu_..y %vmﬂ o8 i “u.“am‘.ma.
P WSAE A0 /\ ¥ wSiwe S0 )
=5 == &1t T — W-MW wE B——< i
40w w307 B J\mm{ H0WE WA e \j‘ £
2 i3 A
9%‘__ n. um: mﬁ! m” gﬂ!
KR
NOILVIDT/ LNINNOMIANG 40 331430 e

NOILVIMOGSNYYL 40 ININLEVE30 w10M03D




LOEZ° 1L 2002 '80 Inf UBp-oujen”08SZZZ AL

/2 B ﬁ
ﬂm .n.ﬂ...%.u _mm_mu_m.. _.mwm_w.ﬂ
L4 5
ol e :
NYQHOW/ NN TTd
A ] Ve |
\\\ / _n_.umﬁ.

e DL
i : #\
,uﬁ w em.m.
)
N.-ﬂn—l..lldu

]

BB 3 &

i "o,

Eh fEe—= sm%omm

1

e HEer S0

& .&harlﬂ.
L

i

_aw"n_ _mm.wavw...

oy

®

3
13|
ko wmo.-ma.

PEHSAP ST

2
SN0 N3G 155

)
—
£2

I H)

O ONY Y3 NIASS

NOLLVIOT ININNOEIANT 40 301440
NOLLYLHDJSNYYL 40 INIWLNVE3D WiOMD3E

iﬂuur]_%.

— _nwww@_

R
ans 19301 Lt ﬁ_ “owm-w.:ﬁmm_

B &%

.mmn.ma:

mm%wﬁljﬁ i w%.ﬂ“?l]o.%_—.u; ._.u%m%od

¥Z MSripe S

NOWH WM

3

i rAA

»Z WSy S0
= Wh——= &% 04

WG T




SE'EZ L1 200Z '80 I UBP-ayjen 085222\ IINDIppED)

3572 aor 14
=
L0 xl o =
e V| s |
S LR 3 dh
NYOHON/MYNLN. 3

(19°0L'0852220%'d
(42103 ALY FET TN

e

m&o.vn . —— tan\u.mm_ :ﬁﬁ. ﬁﬁ.
¥2 ¥S/re SN 2 Hiowy 50
.Bnn~nvr». i q: .&n. %vov»

0SS W _

%
L
5 £
=
| 8 | &w_
[ T ! le=
w5 8 B8 am

W mﬁ% B & % o G St
mu_ R R ¥Z ¥S2iEr 50 U $33 R ) TR
BT S — < 5= 082S, 0885 85 |, s, -
awe w0y mﬁﬁt{ % 2, (/e
§ -
B 32 & s 5 o
£ £ a
z! | ! [ 2t
)
3
NOLLYIGY/ INFANOHIANS 40 321440 vl

F NOILYIB0JSNYEL 30 ININIBYA30 vIOM030




££:22iLL 2002 ‘80 INF B dyel” 085Z¢Z\IAR\ppEs)

Ske2 nar
E H
W | am I 98|
1 M A 3
e B = % L 1 &
NYDHON/MYNLNA 2 g
09'0L'0E5222: e %
(ZPHpPUSH IR -50] & .
o5 _d“n / |
% o R = iy B S— B .wm_m. =t
¥ 5 b ” . V2 wswe m__._ %,
.m%m. — 3 b —= & _n.w..__. —= B S = & — .rm‘
05
&[5 FEWE WY ; ﬂ “% %u
|
m I
_mw. :m m,.un. .nws mm
[ & ¢ " ﬂ
3 3
Naﬂﬂlfllllﬂ.
2
IsE |
__muﬂw_ H _nnsn-
} Z
2y, do
’ LE
W—uﬂ =< e M“_M, 3 —ﬁ.: ﬁ. _— mm.nw-.._. _w-%“ mhu-wu — mmn___
b2 WS SR 50 ¥ usAr $0 7 o
H«nvm_ g. mﬁ. |I|lﬂ..n6.a_ 2% e _mmw_m-_ —= mnn 1
Ok
aNME 1¥207 3 FeE a7 5 { 1051
& .m _m_u .m‘....
j =y m i
40
NOILRI0T/ INSHNDHIANT 40 301440

NOILYLHOL4SNTHL 40 ININLINVA3D vios039




EL'EZLL 2002 '80 N UBPrayjen D8SZZZIND

56/ 200

00

R e e

NYDHOWN/ YNNG
03'0L'085222e 'd
RyHepliSPip-503

On Ouva (e

g. “u"._ﬂh_. 5 .,m_mo ..mwﬂ_ — m&.u]ll _wwq____
¥ OHSSer 50 k2 H3ew S0 _mu
: % 1 -
ﬁ_. SR W ue _Ejl.ﬂ- o uwm.a mu..u_lui..ﬂ L.mom»e a||l.“.|l mﬁ.
0N w30 .,,/ \ . daung Tei0r N SINWE = &
0 i v
G e z
m £
1 £y
. Bk &% %
3 sk =
o | =t | 751
e B z
3
-
: = W
». m __
b & &
o ) o= s s - % B = ey
66 ) :
.m..m_: — _ME_.. - — WNJ_. _@uwﬂm_n_ — g. Am_m%t_
52
b a{ % «0HH W0
% wm e
EL
]

NOULYI0 T INTANOHIANT 40 331440
NOILYLHOSSNYEL 40 ININLNVEI0 VIOHO3IS

9403




SVIEZ'LL Z00Z ‘80 INM uBp-oyjel 085Z2ZIA0\PPED,

G602 000
= *
%00 4 2 H 2
10001 % Ka MY - o H N 5 o=z o
| &%& 2 —Bmwﬁ,. “ _QWM thN— W JWD .nm. h.mm m___
zﬂumaz\znz 1nd 2 3

03'00'085222a"" 4
(EPNPRHSPHPP-503

% A VA @.
Mﬂna_w_ m»or-elvlll ._.m.unmw. ﬁﬂ? .#M__ _g_ _.W
i e YSAbe 50 v wS/wy SN %
_ooo%! mh_w! M.N.N, o_@..ullmm.%'u! -~ |MW1|| = m%mm.

‘* ..o&‘ ANIWE N1 ﬁ., , M.._ nm!

3 b
5% B B %
| 3y ™=
3 g
|
: |
i 3
Bt | 51 | & | _
% B LR
/
. B ) e WAkl
el - She
% _m , == B . . B> | & A B &
we A ¥ us/ley S0 Eteid’n * WSare L0
95 54 ;
s _ —— _...._nM-E ._wo«.n.: IIAH&"_ ; n_qv. B — < e
SW0MNE wIg ou.u { % &
3 “ <33 o~
nel & 5o B Ba oW,
- g iy
= &
B
Y
NOILYDOT7 LOINNCHIANT 40 301440
NOILY INOJSNYY. 30 IN3NLNYS3D YI0RD3D




60:22:LL 200Z 80 INM UBP-oEA 08SZZZ\IND\PPED]

xS =S
%91 5 | THH p2
(000} = 10v 8202
00D = 1Qv BOO2

T ik
- s

b SN2 M5
SIILhNDI .
OF STy >
) d i el'd bl o0z 8
bb) S 1Sp! pr-503 m aﬂ.ww mw»_
=
3
E
-
=
E4
z
]
m —
] % Ehe G,
= by /621 SN /\ & LERH
z
- T — % — ik
“uﬂmﬁ. mw_. St
-
2
-
o5
ﬁ_?.mm mﬁ.
| 21

MOLYIO T INANOHIANE 50 301340
NOILVINOQSNYHL 40 INIMLIEVIO 104019

V| bE|
e 55 R W3
oL
A\
— "anmﬁfr. __wc..m«me — mﬁ..wmgr mﬂ_umu uun..
O3t e WE/E2 SN we us| -
i
Eea——,
B - N - ST -
. : 5o eca2 50 2 #S ik # f8b2 #s
m&ﬂﬂjﬁ%ﬂ goss || ie——s BR oslz —
(G0 1 .mmvm.
2 g
| .u.m ot | ._cmu Rt
| t | Mu
N b)) L3345




8¥:ZZ-LL 2902 '80 'Iny ubp olen 0gszz A

%N = "BNOD
X5 : 05
R o= L MM pZ
00Mm = Loy 8202
000 = LOv 8032
by SN/pZ HS
SILINN0D
NYDHON /YN LIS

045222/085222 =79
o) 3 15v! Ivp-503 |

E

5 =

nﬁwmo.ﬂ.._ By U“m_.q-__\\u.l m_a.ﬁn-v_,. Lk

T RS 8 pt7i 3
B B

25
&,

®

TRV RERIYETR)

—_—

TOH ONY 51 N3ADS

2 s
3 ai 8 B g
B Gl | | B W 8
NOILTIO T/ LNINNDHIANT 40 301440 vt 2 L33k

NOILVTLIHOdENYEL 40 ININLEYE30 VIaN030




0Z:EZ'LL Z00Z ‘80 INr ubpP'auen 0gszeziAp\ppes|

2041
T

20 = ¢

(D00 = AMO Wd 8202
Q00 = ARO WY 8202

[ SN/PZ HS
ey
YIHON /YN, Nd =
OL52ZZ/0858.2 w'l'd i m _ : ,.m | h m _
- £ [x] . B L)
kil % (50l ipp-503 x i =£ ® o HW e m.._._wm &
e =% S
A i A
1+ Lalad
m 5 ﬁhﬁ 1o m“u nn L L or
= ore . e I ) 10w 1041 3
3 _ o i) 5 g #7i . B s — el b = ol 6 — a
: a k { o
3 _!:.mrﬁ 50 umoaam v . /\ _MN-_ o m Zv\rm. &n b2 au_ o
e [T W W= Ny B o —— W= % L —= g, e — 7
| - J\ # |
m. g8 2o £
== NR
G- | &7
3
Nlﬂnl‘|ﬂ
-
it gk |
gt | _n_mnE
=0
&7
3
£ & L Bl ||
o . [ _“ur_Q\nl. 15rLl _%ﬁ. ..M!&- i) .o_nh_ n%m-v._\\l _ana..w‘! —
w E.“nﬂ_ sn isa ¥ ¥ . IysB21 50 b2 45 e newd ¥
1 o
- 106! .Illljﬂ.mwﬁ! mg nﬂ\l ik ﬂwr_ ﬂnﬂ-ﬂ. m&ﬂ! _ﬁn_llll.ﬂ, ! B
H< o mh‘m.ﬂ _wm_w. n.m.h
&
1) L
igo m {
05,0 ;
e B et sk
_ w ﬂ N-_._ 31
: | 2%
3
w
NOIIWDOT/ ENTANCHIANT 40 331440 )
b 4G § L3FMS

NOHLIVLEOSSHVEL 40 ININLEYL3A V9030




02:€2°11 2002 '80 'INM_UBp olyeli 086ZZ ) 10!

o0y
)

ol e

1000 = AMG N4EZ02
00G = AHO nv 8202

e
kb SM/p2 WS
SIINNDT

AR

,_.“Gm_mmﬂw_m_ﬂm.u%_u I g I g
a1 227 2d y 2
ibb) 9 (5o lbr-503 _mm_mm . B35 o,
=8 ] ﬂ.m nes
5 z=
¥ 2 \ﬁ 3
=l |
: | w2/ & g
m a0 . .%-d.._ - an, o — %. ~— &-m«na.w..fr L m
= ey /52 ST rz ¥5 /\ 2, eﬂa— PP /62l SN KT YS =
A %k W=t 5 Sz B — —= a3, B =
? Y e & _
o
m%
z
o op Slo -
% .%E”M b
2 | 57 1
_ =
2 -
Nlﬂﬂj
R
_n%n. Eln _ﬂw.
=
a3
£ _ . % %/ .qﬂ_ & .
m & mwm: —_— BT B mam..q.n.u. = wohe| (@ — & —
m e /821 o /\ i ) 2 ES nagz us
- = Illﬂom&_ s == [ ki Bo—= o.wwz.lll...ﬂ B - e
& oo 52 : s 2 Ry
-
2 o =
] wﬂ LR 14 W
ﬁ_?.m bt -mmv». U.M mo—! _ﬁ_Mﬁ %ﬂ.
-5 o
, I |22 1
3
a
NCILYIO W/ ININNOEIANT 40 301545 b 40 £ L33MC

NOILYIHOGSNYEL 40 INZALEVLIC YINels




SO'G2iLL 2002 '80 M uBp-ayen” 0ggzzz A,

01
T

FAUNE
(000} = AHO W 5202
GO0 = AMO my 1202
bt SN/RZ HS

SIINNOI
NYOHON/ AL Ng
(0L5422/085222 »'I'd

bh) TISEIIPN-S03F

rriael SN

£
3 Bl | & e
- /\ % Iep /621 5N
A — | ~ o
1y
N
0
q_..%,_ w
_ _

NCILYI0Y, INIANOHIANG 40 301440
HOILY LYOJSNYEL 30 INIALuYE30 TIOHGI0

e
»l u5
ooR

[T —— m%af

__%n._

e

%

2l 43
TY AEv0 FouEd

o S

HMWH

s

—

—

nnnw//\\ _m.

1
—— ﬁ.:..uulr[

n.-._

E

a

-

Z

n
£
.%m._\___. w..
b2 S =
Ol m.
A0y =
b 42 b o335




